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THE MNATIONAL WAR COLLEGE

STRATEGIC STUBIES REPORT ABSTRACT

TITLE: Tha Case For A TSacond-zlass Mavy: Military Reform And Reagan's
Maritime Strategy

2UTHQR: John J. BeckKar JYr., Commander , USN
DATE: April 1385

RermiarkKs concerring the U,S., MNawvy's Maritime Strategy, criticism of
the Maritime Strategy by military raformers, and proposal of an
Alternative Strategy that encompasses most of reformer's ideas. The
two stratzgsies are examired and z3me strategic paradoxes are suggested.,
Concludira ramarkKs susgeszt sam2 prescriptive measures which can be.
takan *o =zolve tha problems highlighted, but not solved, by the
reformer:,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AR consensys has been reached by many military reformers that the
Reagan administration's Maritime Strategy of threatening to =ztrike the
Soviet Union in responsze to an attack is not strategically sound ,
aspacially when thoze counterattacks would be conducted by Navy

carriers, The Altarnative Stratagy, advocated by most of the
reformers, callzs for thz Mauvuy to9 confine itself +to "sea control®
missions., Thay waowld 2ithar 21 iminate the carrier pouwer projection
misz ion ar 3reatly proscribe it.

t2ither the Maritime Strategy nor the reformers' Alternative
Strategy offer completely satisfying rationalas for the wuszse of the
Navy . Tha Mar itime Stratagy, as declaratory policy., reinforces

deterrence and supports NARTO's forward defense doctrine, extending the
conceet fraom the central front to the northern and southern flanks. In
a prolaoriged conventional war, the Mzxritime Strategy offers the best
2tionale far Wsing the precent and planned fleet structure.
warthelzss, a5 a varfighting doctrine, it is oo rigid. In a short
nventional war or one that escalates to nuci=2ar war , the Mar itime
rrateas ranges from an irrelevantcy to a recipz for disaster. Options
ed to te daveloped for these "worst case" scenarios, An early
TomahawK offenzs ive conducted by SSMs against naval bases and airfields
uplaed with Keeping the carrier battle groups in reserve, at least
initially, offers one solution. Dur ing the Mavy's attempt to 3ain the
initiative and destroy tha Saoviat MNavy in the initial period of a
conflict therea should ba s30oma2 indication of how th2a land war is going
and perhaps &n oprportunity for the beginrnirizs of political overtures.
“he carriers, by ot going in harm's way until the %ime is risht--both
militarily and molitically--could represent important barsaining chips
in ¢ar teocrmination negotiatians.,
Ir this regard, the rzfgormar'sz Zea control navy offers little
e, Giving up the “auy ! pouner projection capability, as
nted by the big-dzckK carrier, and threatened by the Maritime
v, maKas little szz2nsa, The flexibility and power of a carrier
hatt'e grouo arz rizhtly f2arad by Zovizt planrers., Mevertheless, to
tzh thiz flexibility ir the strategic arena and to fully exploit tha
atzrirent value of the U.35., Mavy, a hroader range of strategic options
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The Case For A Sacond-class MNauyp:
Military_Reform And Reagan's Maritime S3Strategy
One of the great frustrations of the "military reform movement®™ is
their failure %o influance the U.S. Mavy ., While the reformers can
claim, Witk zcme justification, to have moeyved Ar my thinkKing toward
Menauver warfare, they rawva y2%t tc hHhave any . 3UZCess in. changing the
Mavy apsraach to tre cornduct of  uar at zea, In recent years the
reformers Zriticism has focuzied on the Reasan administration's plan for

emplaoving the Mauvy in

e

zoanvaentiznal wvar with the Soviet Union. This
adminisztraticn haz called ot ocnly for increazes in the 53ize of the
Nauvy - -the "622 zhip navy"--btut zlz20 forsees a more aggressive role for

th23

1J

forcas under trhe Maritime Stratagy . <1

(2T

ARITIME STRATEGY: THE REST BEFEMNIE 13 A GO0D OFFZNSE
Lhat is this glan? Made public wia posturz ztatements and budsget
teztimony early in the Reagsar administration, tha Maritime Strategy is

Zawaed t3 naticral ard allied, particularly MATS, stratesy. It calls

far .3, and z3llied forces, including air anmd sround unit:z, to fight on

trz lard 313 z2x flankK:z of TarTope arnd As ia in r2sponse to Soviet
ajgg ez iarn. Tme battl:ozz fo *hzze fFlankKs will sugport the European

cezrtral front land battla bty grotacting reinforcement sea lines of
carrinications (SLOCs Y as far "foa-wuxwrd" as gpossible., Thi= concert of
Farward ar extended defzrz2 maar: that the z23 lares will! b2 grotectad

. frjendly forces placing thaszzlves hetwaan the 3i.0Cs and soviet
baz2z in the tha-~uwazian e3x and th2 Morth-West Pacific. The ailies

gaaid attarst to deztroy *te attacr ing forces, puzhing the Soviets

Tw Lyupthar backX uvntil tha ZTowiet homeiand itself could be



A secanrd function of this strategy is to szeize the initiative.
Thiz means preventing the Soviets Ffrom limiting the conflict
gecgraphically~--placing tham on the defensive uworldwide as socon as
poszible. Threatsz to Soviet flankKs will =also ti2 down Soviet air and
sraund forces that could otharwise be employed on the cerntral front.

The Maritime Stratagy has three phases--a rising tension phase, a
de*fensive phasa in uhich the Sowviets attack, and a third phase uwhere
the =alliez counter attacy. Our irng Phaze 1 the Maritime Strategy calls
for wirning the <rizis and deterring furthszr 2scalation as uell as
cvera~ing for globkal conflict by increasing readiness and moving forces
into foruward defensiva sasitions. Dur ing this Ffrhasze, for example,
British and Cutc* Marinegz: would reinforca boruway.

Phaza 11 bagirs with a majeor ZSovist attack that expands to global
conftlict with the U.3, 2nd 1tz zlilies, The oblizctiva of the U.S. Nayy
and otrz=r forces assignad to the Maritime Strategy is to seize the
initiativze as far forward Ti.e, as close tao the Soviet Union) as
2 include Jdastruction of +the Soviet
navy, erataction of friandl . shipring and poszitioning for
sounteraffans ive action,

Ir Praze 111, carrier bhattle groups (CVRGs)? will conduct strikes
an Scoviet bases, and amphibiouszs azzaults may be uzed to capture choke

poir*ts such az the Danisz* :tiaitz <~ 4o »
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3 aiiied territory.

T2 goal of the Maritimse =St -tz iz 2r termication on favorable terms
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ith llestern seapcuwer groviding t-a
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tratagic difsference for the iand

hattlz on the central frot,

TRITICISMS OF THE MARITIME STRSTEGY

a1l of the critics af the tar it ime Ztrateay agree on one



point~--there is a2 need for change.(2)> Out of this imperative comes the
firzt criticism of the Strategy. namely that it is "more of the
same"--it does not reprezent enough of & new strategy. The reformers
araue that the growth of Soviet forges in the 1360s and 1379s arnd the
ralative decline in the halance of U,8./Sowviet naval power to a "grey
araa whara 2zither sida can bYe 3aid ta be ahead"({ 3> has created a
requirement for 2 =& sitrategy that explicitly vrecognizes this
situation. They =laim that thea Mar itime Strategy is based on an
cutmaded corcegt of maritirme and nuclear supremacy that the U.S.
znjoved in the aftermath of World War IT1 hHut has nouw lost <for the
forzeecable future, Thiz =z=ituation has placed the United States at a
watershed--a "hiztaric turring point"C3)> one obszerver called
"comearable to that leading to frimary reliance cn nuclear deterrence

in the 2arly 12523 . "(S) The raform
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rt the new strategy .,

yhatevar it i3, will have tao be the rezult of chhoicaes betweern competing

d

procepasals tor fundaranrtal changesz in American ztrateagy. The U.53. will

not hz shie to cortiuz the cra2sent peolicy of mailntaining large land,
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toa rmuch to bBuild the forces readed to zupport a strategy based on

maritime zuperiority., Th ¢
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sumert takKes everal forins. Crie iz that

the Maritime Strateg:.’ lomal zcoes Lill zepread Y,35, forces too thin

in
u
-

against an eneray who “oros el g zntags o ofFerating an interior
lirmes ,¢8Y Tha farcez nasded ta affzctively Zarry cut the Maritime
B4y ztzaze i1y sraatly auszed trose now planned, Cne dzfenze analyst,

Jaffraw Recrd, mlai=ws, *"The Reagan Adminiztraticn's declaread military

2trategy | not il it il Jdevective, it is fo00lizhly ambitious,
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In his article "Maritime Strategy vs Coalition Defense," Robert Komer
credits the Reagan administration with a "rmore vigocrousz attack on the
'mismatch' problem than anwvw of its last three predecessors”’(8) but then
argues that major increasesz in the Mauy required under the Mar it ime
Strategy can only come at the expensze of the other services and
ultimately a3t the expenze of commitmentz to our allies under our
prasent "coalition" strategy.

Ancother cost criticism of the Maritime Strategy is that it is  an
unsustainable policy. This iz particularly applicable to a 8608 ship

navy withec 15 CVBGs. Michael MccGuwire, a noted naval analyst, has

written that historiczally, Congrezs haz not approgriated enough
zhipbuilding funds *¢ zustain evaern tha (2 carrier level .{ 3> MccGuire
rotes that past "undar investmant” in mar it ime forces was possible

hecause the fleet ua

n
i

zhy irKirg zs World tlar 11 shifps were retired.

1f the U.S. has truly reached a c¢crossrcac and must make hard,

either-or choiceszs baszad an the Costs of stratzgic alternatives, the

choica of a mariti~ve stratezy will, in the eyes of =ome critics, result

iv & meakerning oFf celations with our allies.

i

Tur chisf allies would wickly percieve the implicatiorns of a

mar itime atrategy . carticularly if budget constraints

compellad u to we tte ofF a unsustainable our land-air
2

HE

cammitmerts to the defens 2% Western Europe and Fearsian Guilif
oil., Few tould weicaome 2 ma~itime strategy aimed primarily
at naval dominance, 2ven if it protaected their own trade, if
the price were to exgazz tran o defeat at home. Cur alrzady
reztive alliss would co-rzctly gpzrceive such a ULS. stratesy
as =t bezt a form o° wusrilateral .85, 3icbatl interventionizm
and at woret 2 fore  of rrzaizolationism, Frassuyres for
accomodation Witk the J.5.5.R. would be pomear fully

ertezrncad .t 12D

Anottier complisint iz *hat the Maritime Strategy emphasizes carrier
hattla 3IJroups ceaterzad a-sund larzs carrisrs, The critics argue that
triese zhicz are *oo lzrgcs . tos zwoen:ziva, too datectable, and, in an

7

era of srart antish and nuclear weapons, particularly
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vulnerable. Becausa of their expense the U.S. cannot afford very many
cf these CVYBGs and is forced to put "too many eggs in ore basket.®” As
a consequence we cannot affard to rizk these waluable, irraplaceable
assets in wartime, especially against those Soviet "flankKs" where they
11111 he cpposzad by the full waiszht of Soviat air and subsurface forces.
Willtiam Lind argues that as a primarily submar ine navy, the Red Mavy is
rot vilrnaerable to CVWBG: with their limited numbers of ASW aircratt.(1i1)

Ove criticizm of the Maritime Strategy that emerged esariy in the

T

Reagar administratior iz praobably bast summarized in Barry Posen's
article "Inadvertant Muclear War ? Escalation And NATO 's Northern

Flarnk." Hisz thazisz i3 that the Maritime Strategy, by threatening the

Koela Penirzulz baszes and the 33BN bastion: in the Barents Sea will
croweoae 3 "defanzaz of tha hameland” ragparise in which the Soviets
Ycouwld dacide that a neacly certair-to-succeed ~uclear strikKe against

thaze thraataning ZArriers wuas bath lucrative and necessary."(12>
Pelztad areazxs of concern are thcze other elements of the Mar itime
Strateszy that woauld srepara2 the way for the ZVvBGs such as B-52 and
Temahau< nttzckz on Ruzzian Hases. (123 How would thhe Soviets Know that
thece strike:z: were "tactical” and not "siratagic"?

Finally, the Maritime Strategy i: criticized as a no-win =z=trategy.
Jaftrey Record haz zaid that it "encourases the tallacious <conclusion
+hat the outcom= of the uwar at zea  wiill b= dacizive in E) siobal

ict with the Sowiszt "toion
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ALTERMNATIVE STRATEGY: THE BEST DEFENSE IS A GOOD DEFENSE

Hs has been shouwn , there are several arguments against the
Maritime Strategy, each with a particular slant +to its criticism.
Remedies also vary among different proponents. Hevertheless, there is
ranoaugh common ground to draw the autlines of an "Alternative Strategy”
that brirgs tagether the procosals of rany of the reformers.

The ceritral thruzt of the 1+

D

e

rrative Strategy is to shift away
fram attenpgts 2t "farward" deferze and "carrying the fight to the

ererw " to 3 dafenzive orientation where the Navy concentrates on local

t22 cont~cl in the reinforcement St.OCcs, The Mavy pouer projection
mission i3 greatly rzduzed ir z2copa ard "e2szcalatory” attacks on Soviet
territaory are held hacwk.? 182 Irn terxms of the Maritime Strategy, +the
rafaormers wauid twavar zRift from Phaza 11 to Phase I11. Hor izontal

1
n
r

catationr to otrar thzatres is riat conducted with the hope that

Mastilitias will remain limited to a zingle trhe2atre. Some reformers
Yawwld 3¢ mvan Farther ard limit reinforcements to the f1lanKs to
defznsive avstams onl-., Barry “ozan for examplz, 3uggests
the mouvera-t of henvy savwl anits, such as carrier tazk
forces, EXATS| lTong range, nigh-payload, land-basad strikKe
aivaoraf* . zuch az: W. 3, Marire A-8Es, tc the rorth 0¥ MNorway
could be deferrad irn ordzr to -a2duce tha 3Soviet ircentive to
mouat 2 rmajor attacd on NMoerthers Morway.1iT)

Rale af the CWEG in th

W

Blrtarnative Stratagy

The large carrier:z thurra-tlye in cammission aould exchange their

sttt aox z23uadreonz for e fighter and ASW aircraft to defend tha 3LO0Cs.
i tre Atlantiz tHveatre thew wenuld operate zouth ot the
Frzanlard-Iceland-tinitaed Tisgdaoam (G-I-UKD 3afp. By not 3oing in harm's

wie the carvier-:z will it srauvide tre 3Joviets as much incentive +to use
riicleas wWeaponz -3 they could alzao act E a strategic reserve’ 18>
zhouuld t & w=r 30 muclaar., While the carriers could still assume the



power projection role, thiz missziorn would increasingly be assigned
ur,der the "distributed firepouwer"” doctrine(13> +to other ships and
submarines with TomahauwX cruise missiles. The big-deck NMNimitz CVN,
stripped of its offenzive punch, would lose much of its raison d'etre
under this sitrategy, szc¢ the reformers would cancel further construction
of thase skips and "distribute" the fleet's aircraft over a greater
number of sraller, cheapeyr cCcarriers. Zince the land-attack aircraft
wotild ot be nezded, a smxller carrier could meet the operational
rzyuirements of the Slternztive Strategy with fewer aircra+ft. While
come reformers 1ikKke the British Invincible class VSTOL carrier, a U.S.
c:éy 2f tha neuw French VM design represents an appealing comgromise

that would zatisfy most of the zmall carrier advocates. At just under

49,2029 tans, the Charle:z: DeGaulle will have tuo catapults capable of

launching the FAA-18 and £-2C aircraft. Total air group will number
about forty rlarnes.,
Role of the SGN in the AQltz2~native Strategy

LiKke the carriar battle groups, the 35N force would be ass igned
Jefernsive reissions, Canvaoy direct support assigriments and barrier

catralzs would attempt t3 pcravent Covietl submarines from reaching the

TLOCz Because o+ the Ja-zer of eszcalatory enczounters with Soviet
gseNs , ULS. angd allied attac¥ zubmarines would aveid Known S3SBEN
bzz*tions, 1,3, 88Ns uwoulz2 =2t3i11 he 23uippsad with Tomahauwks under the
"diztributed firepower” doote ina, vt tha Toadaout wouid amphasize
cureantionzl warhezd antiz-ip ard lard xttacy mizsziles,
AL TERRATYVE STRATECY COMPARED

at 3z owe want eithar o stratsgzy to Jdo? Faor comparison purrposzes

cons ider tha two stratzziz:z: rot anly as wvarftighting plans but also as



declaratory policy. As declaratory policy the first level of analysis
for any maritime strategy must bhe how well it fits with +the national
strategy. When one considers that the cornerstone of U.S., strataegy is
deterrence of Soviet aggressicn through military strength and threat of
retaliation, tte Alternative Strategzy fails its first test. Worse, it
VmeaKens deterrernce by raducing the Soviet risx factor. It assures them
secure flankKes during agsrassion should thsy decide to concentrate on
the cantral front arid, by eliminating the threat of horizontal
sscalation, gives tham +the irnitiative to choose in  uwhat theatres

fighting will czcu-. I+ will allow them to concentrate their land. air

forces accordinaly. The Alterrative Strategy also represents a
zaterntial decousling fram nuclaar zzcalation rizxk by providing for SSBN

zanctuarizz and & zeazure homaland.

Rltarnative 3t~ategy, a3:x declaratory doztrine, is unlikely to
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he razssiring to our alilies. £ navy restricted to local defense of the

[
w
r
-
d
'y
N

LOTs 4ot anly reprezarct with MNRTO's forward defense doctrine,
but 1t alszo imgplizs & williraress ot tc seriacusly oppose limited

zeraueztz of 21lizd terry itoarye on tr2 flanks, Reinforcements to areas

Q
-
-r
L
+
T
DY
3
+
T
ho
m
5
o]
b
10
w
=
I}
hl
>
-+
=
by
-

front. 23> uwould ba at riz=¥ without U.S.
Maw s supzart, Tt is daoubt*€41, for a2xample, that Britisti, Canadian, and

Dutch 4carces will 320 tc MNorway whan 1,3, carrier bdattie groups are

by
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tricted to aperating zcuth of the G-1-UX gzp. The forsaving of the

zouar prajection mission Ffuor z3ea control i3 11K
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ircompatable with

any attemnpt to restare grea-hoztil ity territorial bourdariesz -—another

Redurcad to itz az:zerce, the 2ea coantrol.loczal defense strategy
raosrezznts a rztreat--3 "-ather restricted Future"(21) where the U.S.

1irmitz not arly it:z oztiors in ospazing agareescsion but ultimately its



ocun credibility as an ally. By giving up the carrier pouwer projection mission
the U.S. Navy uwill lose one of its trump cards--a capability developed at great
cost and one in which U.S. expertise is not only unequaled but unti ikely to be
approached for decades. It is a capability the Soviets are +trying +to develop
far themszelves. Can we aftvard 1o neutralize this force wunder the Alternative
Strategy? Many of our allies would perceive zuch a mowve as a return to +the
post-Vietnam retranchment uwhere the U.S. was seen as unwilling to take risks for
itself or its friends.

As & warfighting strategy. providing the Soviets secure flankKs under the
Alternative Stratagy 3ives them tuoc optiocns net available wunder the Maritime
Strategy. The first option iz to transfer forces from the wunengaged flank
theatras to the fighting area. The second Soviet option is to0 reverse the
Maritime Strategy and encircle the Allizs From the flanks. In Europe this would
invelue seizing advanced bhas=2: in Noruwzay and 3aining control of the Baltic and
Turkish St~aits,

Qrarating from advanced basz:z, possibly on camtured Allied territory, the
Souvivts could greatly multicly the effactiveness of their forces, particularly
stri<e aircraft, Wr-iting for the Naval War College Review in 1381, Lieutenant
Commander G. L. Urderwood, USCG, examined the German capture of MNorway during
Werld War 11, He found :zeversl imelicatiorns for the Soviet +threat +to the
Atlantic SLCCs.

With MNorway ir Scviet control, they coulid protect +their
operations in the ™orth Sea and Morweszian Sea, increase the
range of aircraft and zhisz 2o that thay could nore 2asily
attack NATO 3SLOC=, reztrict thz powesr of the HATC Ffleet,

establish air zupzrisrity =rd protect their “ola Perninzula
ard Baltic basa z2r233,.(82
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, evwer. th2 war at zea, dezgite its ostenzibly reduced
riskKs under the laocal defzinzse docirine, wyould inevitabhl have tough
3o ins. Soviat forzez would find SLOC interruption an easier task. By

zeding tha flankK land ard 223 arzas, 4.3, and alliad ability to collect



early warning intelligence and use wide-area ASW assets effectively
uwould largely disappear. With respect to ASW, only =submarines could
continue to operate without major losses., SOSUS stations, P-3s and the
civilian-manned towed array (T-AGOS Stalluart <claszs) =hips will be

totally wulnerable and the towed array Frigates and P-3 airfields

[
0

nearly It i Yerd to imagine any of these units using their

w

capabilities for avtandad-range ASW without support $rom carrier battle

SrGUpRs. Even the Scwviet szurface ravy would posze a formidable threat to

l1lied A% forces= if the carriers were withdrawn to local defense

i

pozitiens zouth of the G-1-UK gap.

Fewer large-deck carriers, as propczed by the reformers, would
mearn feuyer F-14s and E-2s. fAs a result, air defense of the 3LOCs uwould
bicame more of & cruizz missile defense problem than an extended. air
bat*tle, Even proporeints of the Alternative Strategy must admit that
tuc or three AS-3s are a more difficult targat than their BacKfire
launch aircraft., Attackirng Soviet faorces would be guaranteed a "free
ride" until! they entered lccax! defensze perimetzrs. The legistics of
the attacKer: wauld remain unimpairad as would their command and
cont-ol srztems,

Ar explicit goal of the Alternative 3trategy is to avoid giving
tha Souviatz an irncentive to usze nuclear weapons by ope2rating the CWBGs
far frorm o tha Scviet hormeland. Yet even while opzrating in the "rear "
protecting the SLOCs, thse CVBGs will rzmain vulnerabla to  attack by

nuslear weapons, Almazt bty dzfirnition, the SLOC: will he the targets

of ~uclzar-zarable subrar inaz and larg-rangea aircratt, The S5-20
thzatr 2 bzlliztic mizsilaz haz the range to al:zc threaten CVBGs in the
Easter: 9tlartic, leztazrn Pacific, Meditarranean and #Arabian Gulf
FLCC= 1220 The qiueztian reme ins i+$ carriers could avoid becoming



targets far nuclear weapons regardless of their location. Even
carriers assisned to SLOC protection represent a latent capability for
offensive action.

In the absence of hostilities with the Scoviet Union, Navy leaders
have procured forces not only far conflict with our principal adverzary
but 2lso faor the wide vwariasty of "peacetime” <crizis missions that,
since Llorld ar 11, hawe so frequently resulted in the exercize of
Arer izan seapcwer, Trz Maritime Strategy offers additionai uses for

thaoze ¥

pul
3
[l
m
w

that have the most affeact in the widest range of

2mpiovment zcanarios-~-the bis-deck car=iar and the asszociated a&ircraft
and azcort zhipz thzat maka up a  modern carriar battle group. The
advavtaze of trhs small ca-rier lies in the "distributed firepower"
e33=" are in  manw "bazketz," While this is an

conzapt--the

in practical terms as a

n

irtuitivelw Flezzxzing zoncept, it fail

subztitute for *ha hbig-deck csarrier. A smallze carrier, to retain
multimizzicn effectivenaszz: as the centerpiace -f a battle groug, could

r.ot be tao much zmaller, and would probably not  be procured in the
querbers regquired to meka up  far the laost wffensive capability of
czacelzd Nimitz TVN:,

‘Mozt enrpert: hava noeg given up oan the =mall carrier. i1t does

=

ot zave z2aough moner to justify a major loss in aircra+t
~umtzrs, =rnd the MNiwitz-~zlzzs i3 now a fuliy developed shifF.
ary naw 3hiep woa:rld taka vears to  Zreate and gerobably be
rezarly as supenzive and ...*he irnitial urgsz to a 15-carrier
fource has already Laesr funded . (24

It iz dJoubtFful that Corgrye would agree to a significant enlargement

¥ thes U.5. carrier ror

n

a ih ardear to get the smaller carriers

n

f:oared by the raformers, Adrmiral Stansfield Turner, one of the small
zarrier proponentz,. 233 gairted ocut that "a larger number of smailer

zar:iers probably would rot present anvy zavings, and might evern cost

zomauhat mora %a. of additional aperating costs far manpower ,

]
I
i
v



fuael, atc."(25) tleverthelaszs, with carriers now being Kept in service
for nearly half a century, Admiral Turner would Keep +the large
carriers at their present 1levels and begin what he s32es as the
ineuitéble tranzition to =maller flattops. In the initial stages of
this transition reriod, the :maller carriers uwould =supplement their
larger sisters., Quer the 1on3 run houever, it is difficult to see hou
tha carrier land attack.,Ppower projection capability could be

zustainad,

WHAT AIQUT SOV IET STRATEGY™

Soth the Mar it ime Strategy and the reformer 's Alternative
Strate3y coricentrate, at lszacst initally, on SLOC protection. Dezpite
the increase in antishipping orientation af the latest Soviet

warshirs {268 mozt Sowiet zxoerts do not zee the 3SLOC attack mission
25 wer~y high on the Sowizat MNauvw's zricrity list., Discuss=ing liKely

wartime ~oles for the Zovizi Navy, Norman Fried:itan wrote

Planrnerz consziderinsg a war asairnst HNATQ, in which, at the
12azt, the aim  waarld ba thea zeizure o f western Europe
sz32 trtree very diffzrent roles for their navy .

srobhable ozaed

Thz firzt role uauld te the el imination of iJeztern nuclear
weeors at zes. ., THis sould he achieved by anti-carrier
aezsations combirzad with offensive antisubmar ine warfare
Jivzcted aszirst MATS ballistic missile submarines... R
zecong trame, given the primacy of huclear wexpons in Soviet
thirnking, would te the pratection of their cur riuclear
weapons., It seam:z likely that at least at first thay would
prefer to covar the S3RMN holding areazs and, inrcidentally,
zuch coastal areas 2z Murmanszk, rather than to attempt +to
sinkK shippinsg in the Mactr Atlantic, s Diuen the seizure
of westerr Euracpe &3 & primary aim, the third major role of

1y

thte fleet uould bz +2 z2zzii:z:t *the a~my, particularly Qi it's

sarthzrn flark. Lo HowzEeer, g3ivan Soviet zoncerts of the

zzurie of & war anid theai~ 2upectation of a quickK victory in

Euraca, Souiat 2Yavimee s concerned Wwith tha NATO navies
-

K1

sotvathily Py aboyt thair abil ity to threaten the
zive Forcas azhorse by such mean:= as

Fialdsz (27D

i
Farweland and the of
i

grroizr st i

,
g



1§ this is the case, then the Maritime Strategy may play into Soviet
hands bv zending tha carrier battle groups into harm's way at a time
yher. forward defencze of the SLCCs has become meaningless to the land
war . The question then becomez whether either strategy is planning for
the right uar. Iz a prolonged conventional war in EBEurope the =scenario
we should ba planning for? General Rogers, the current SACEUR, expects
ta have Yo rezueszt nuclear relzase authority "in days--hot weeks" inh

the event of a Sauviet attack in the central +front.<28>

SOME STRATEGIC PARACQOHES
1§ the Alternative Ftrategy Ffails as 3 convincing declaratory
doctr ine or warfighting ztratesgy, iz there any value to the criticisms
of *he reforrmers=? What the reformers do is Foint out pitfalls and
wilnerabilities that rrust be considerad whern employing either strategy.
Comparizon of the Maritime and ﬁlternativg st~ ategies also suggests
three strategic paradcxkas,
~Palitical Paradaxt A maritime ztrategy that is in concert uwith
PATO 'z foruward Jdefanzz dactrire may Cause Folitical friction and
altinatazly Bzakay the alliance hacaus=a of 3ilied zeansitivity to
attacking Sovizat ta2rritary and because the forces required for the
Mar itime Stratzgy rmay cos* zo rmuch that the L3, won 't be able to

3fford adeauate ground force:z for the central front.

~MMuclear Paradox: What mao b2 {arguably? the he=zt strategy for
arployment of nawval frrzes i a carwvantional war--"forward
defarza"--ray bz the worzt nuclear ztrategy and may =2ven contribute to

rozlaar 2scalatian. Tk ZTaowizta wonuld probably viey the offansive

ions contemplztzd urder the Max~itime Strategy as preparations for

i
—
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-Land War Paradox? While NATO's land forces seekK to deter an attack
by a declared readiness to escalate to rnuclear weapons, the Maritime
Strategy pPlans only for a ¢onventional war., Also, the Mar it ime
Strategy envisions the use of as=zets that could be uszed directly in the
central front. These include Air Force fighters, bombers and AWACs
aircraft(29> and Army and Mar ine troop:z. Will the Sovi=t airsland
assets "tied douwn" on tha flankKsz Keep a liKe number of allied <forces

occupied”?

PRESCRIPTIOM

How should the 3uzztionable aspectz of the Maritime Strategy and
th2 strategic paradoxes be rasolwed? Clearly uncertainty will aluays
be =zresent. W2 will not be privy to Soviet plans nor can we be certain
af how our allies will =ct in *the future. We szhould therefore avoid
tecoming cormmitted to 23 s3ingle =trategy. In +the final analysis,
flaxibility at the political, strategic and tactical levels is the Key
to resolving the paradoxes outlined by the reformers, The Navy, as
presently structured, has excellant potential to exercise this
fFlexibil ity.

At the pcalitical level, we must pursue efforts to coordinate the
Mar itime Strategy and NATO nuclear policy. if General Raogers believes
it will be necessary to request nuclear release after only a few days
nf war, then evan SLOC protectior may be an inappropriate navy mission.
The Maritime Strategy, a: it freszently exists, =zhould be only one
aption--that of a protracted conventional war in which decision on the
central front iz dependent upon reinforcement, The Navy =should also
Jevelop two nuclear options. The first is a follow-on to the current

tMar itime Strategy that aszzumes nuclear weapons will be used after some



period of conventional conflict. The second option should assume the
early or immediate use of nuclear uweapons. All of these options should
be part of a Maritime Strategy that is only a part of a national and
allied strategy. Even though the other szervices have important roles
in the currant Maritime Strategy, there should be Army and Air Force
strategies that spell out their expectations of the Navy contribution
toa their mizzion.

Iith ragard to the Maritime Strategy at the tactical level, the
core of the problem is the shift from the defensive (Phase 11> to the
counterattack as propoased by Phase 111 in the Maritime Strategy. If we
should carry the fight to the Soviet homeland, houw should .we do it and,
more important, when zhould we do it? As declaratory policy and in
terms of force structure we should retain the option to threaten pouer
projection but we should not view thiz mission as a goal in itsel+f.
There should he gpracorditionsz for transitioning to the offensive.
Writing €far the Armed Force:z Journal, Anthony Cordezman notez that

carrier battle groups must meet the following criterias Cad

arrive in time to affect tha outcome o f a  war that may
involvwe az little =3 48-72 hourz of warning, (b)) survive the
combined thresxt of Zoviet Aair power , missiles, and
submaririez , () dealivar zufficient conventional air, missile,

ard gur ccuer to xlter the outcome of the RirsLand battle in

A way commensurate with their cozt and trade-of+f value, and

(3> be able to survive and fight in EY theatre nuclear

envirorm2ant . 38>

I the military realm, the status of the war in the central front
iz cSeucial, Have nuclzar w=2apans been nsed”? Will SACEUR be 00N
€arzad tao uszse them? Mare irmportant will be the rpalitical questions.,
What is the status, if any, of war terminaticn negotiations? Is a long
war raow contemplated? Yzxuvae Roviet intentions become clear?

In additian to the ground bhattle, the attrition of aircraft, both

frierdly zxnd Soviat must be a fuctor. The air wings of four or five



carriers may not be a significant percentage of allied air power at the
beginning of a conflict, but after one or tuo uweeks of central front
air battles they Eould well be an important factor. We should
seriocusly consider Keepinjg the carriers as a strategic reserve for
conventional as well as nuclear war. On the "flanKs ," +the offensive
could well be an "SSN-only" operation.

The MNavy iz already doing some of the -things the reformers want.
Firepower is being "distributed" in the form of Tomahawk and Harpoon
cruize missiles and this iszue is now one of how many and how fast to
procure them. With regard to carriers, the lasp class LHDO, funded in
FYS4, is designed to be convertible between amphibious assault and sea
control missions.(31) The Wazp, in her sea control configuration, will
embark about forty aivcraft, probably AV -8 MHarriers and ASW
helicoptersz.(32) Tha2 U.3, Mavy should cross-deck Royal Navy Sea
Harriarz, particularly after they have completed their air intercept
~adar upsrades , (33) to avaluate a similar grogram for the Marine
Harr iers, With visual rules of erngagemert the order of the day for
‘veacetime"” encounters with hoztile aircraft, the agile Harr ier could
cazrform useful zervice as a closze-in fighter., This could also apply to
+the S[panizh MNavy Harriers, Jther experiments with smaller carriers
zeem in crder. The Midwzy could try Secretary Lehman's 2D <(attack OR
ASW plus fighterdair groupl(34) uith F/A-18s raplacing F-4s and R-73.

In *he area of nuclear war at sea, the Navy should consider some
fovm of defense agai~:t hkszlliztic mizziles. Ferhap=s the nuclear
vereion ¥ the SM-2, inztszlled aboard REGIS cruisersz., will provide an
intearim saolutioan. In *the laong run, zome spircoffs from the Strategic

Initiative (Star War:z) rmay contribute answers.
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CONCLUSION

A consensus has been rexched by many of the military reformers
that the Reagan administration's Maritime Strategy of threatening to
ztrike the Soviet Union in response to an attack is not strategically

sound, especially when thosze countzrattacks would be conducted by Nawvy

carriers. The Alternative Strategy-~-uhich iz advocated by most of the
reformers--callzs for the Mawy to zonfine itsel ¥ to "sea control™"
missiors centered araund local rrotection of the sea lines of
communications., They would either eliminate the carrier pouer

projection mizsion or greatly proscribe it.. The Nauy role in a war
with the Soviet Union would be to protect reinforcements enrocute to the
Europaan central frornt.

Meither the Maritime Stratezgy nor the reformers' élternative
Stratesy offer completely satisfring rationales for the uze of the U.S.
Navy in a war with the Sowiet Unicon., The Mar it ime Strategy, as
declzaratory policy, reinfarces deterrence and =supports NATO's foruard
deferse doctrine, axtending the corcept from the central front +to the
riortherr a5d southa2rn flanvs, ' & Frrolonged conventional war, the
Mar itine Strategy o4f2r:= thz heszt ratiorale for using the present and
plavined fleet ztructure, Nevertheless, as a uwartighting doctrine, it
iz tcao =i3id, This strategy's clarion call for a transition to the
counteroffensive--carrying the fight to the enemy--will, even in the
bect of cornventicnal war circumstznges, raquire an extraordinary sense
¢* military and political tirmirng on the part of the task force

cammnander , Futurs= War arne s should certainly concentrate on the

I

trarziticn phaze of the ™Maritima Stratesy.

ir the worst cases--a short conventional war or one that escalates

to nuclear war--the Maritime Ztratagy rangas from an irrelevantcy to a



recipe for disastar., Additional strategic options need to be dewveloped
for these "uworst case" scenarios. To this wuriter, an early Tomahauwk
offensive conducted by SSNs against naval bases and airfields coupled
with Keeping the carrier battle groups in reserve, at least initially,
offers orie solution for hadging our bet. Since ewven the Maritime
Strategy eupectz initial reverses once the war begins, some time will
be riceded during the attempt to gsain the initiative and destroy the
Souviet Mavy during Phase 1I., During this period there should be some
indication of houw the land w3r iz 30ing and perhaps an opportunity <for
the heginnings of political cvertures., The carriers, by not going in
Yarm's WAy until the time is right--both milit;rily and
politically~--could reprasent important bargaining chips in war
termination negotiations,

In thiz regsard, the reformer's sea control navy offers 1little
leverage, Giving wup the Navy's power prcjection capability, as
rapresanted by the big-deck carrier, and threatened by +the Maritime

Strategy, makKesz little sense. The flexibility and power of a carrier

battle group are rightly feared(35S> by Soviet planners. Nevertheless,

to match thiz flexibility in the s=tratezic arena and to fully exploit
the deterrent value of the W,3. Mavy, a broader range of strategic

aptionzs 13 required,
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